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it was determined there was no coilateral information which
would indicate that the statement by SHULGINA had any factual basis
and BELITSKIY was warned SHULGINA may have been acting on behaif

of the KGB in stating to BELITSKIY she had been “forcibly recruited by

American Inteiligence' at a previous date. It was also suggested to

BELITSKIY that he should go to the KGB as a 1oj(a1'4‘Soviet citizen and

report the apparent indiscretion of SHULGINA, -

Pages 282 - 286 of the previous sunimary, in connection with
the BELITSKIY case, made reference to Vladimir Lvovich ARTEMOV.
- It was stated that ARTEMOV had been involved with a series of America..

“tourist agents in the Soviet Union and although NOSENKO was allegedly

" familiar with ARTEMOV, he was unaware of the involvement of ARTEMOV

with American tourist agents in 1958 - 1959, The summary noted this
-wag during a pcriod when NOSENKO claimed to have been Deputy Chief

of the American-British Commonwealth Section of the Seventh Depart-
‘ment, Although not specificaily stated, thé above suggested ARTEMOV
was actually in the Seventn Department in 1958 - 1959 and that NOSENKO
was not even aware ARTEMOV was in the Seventh Department. NOSENKO
has consistently stated that ARTEMOV was assigned to the First Section,
First Department, from the time he entered into thé KGB in approxi-

mately 1957,
12 (3012293
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A closer examination of the cases described in the previous
sumimary as "CIiA American tourist agents, " reveals there is no con-
flict in the invoivemnent of ARTEMOYV in these cases and tne statement
by NOSENKO that ARTEMOV was with the First Section, rirst Depart-
ment, As an example, one of the cascs is the casev of. Edward ‘MCGO“-‘:'AN.
NOSENKO has {furnished information concerning this case, stating it was
originally a Seventh Department case and that after the mailing of a leiter
by the individual in Minsk, the case was immeciately taken over by the
First Departrment, There is adequate reason to believe ARTEMOV only
became involved after the case was transferred to the First Departmeﬁt.

Another of the cases in\;'oived the contact of ARTEMOV with [

z !
3 4
and visited the USSR on a tourist visa, Such an individuai would under
no circumstznces be considered a true tourist or the responsibility of
the Seventh Department, particularly since zpparently the individual was
even traveling under a diplomatic passport, it is,assumed the individual
was of interest to the First Chief Directorate and if the Fivst Chief
Directorate required or desired support from the SCD, it would normally
request the First Departinent for such assistance and it is extremely un-

likely that the FCD would request the Seventh Department for assistance

in a case involving an American diplomat,

00301230
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Pages 332 = 333 of the previous suramary contain the basis
for the previous conciusion that the claim of NOSENKQ that he was a
Deputy Cnief of the Seventa Deparunent from Juiy 1962 to January
1963 was not credible. It is considered that a detailed rebuttal is
not necessary since this conclusion was apparently based on inadequate
information. During current interviews, NOSZNKO has furnished
details concerning his duties and other aspects of his claimed position
which substantiate his claim to bhaving been a Deputy Chief of the
Seventh Depariment from July 1962 to January 1964.

An example in support of the statement that the previous conc;lu-
gion was based on inadequate information is the matter of the writtea
notes which NOSENKO brought out and furnished to CIA in early 1964.
The description of these notes on page 319 of the previous summary is
inadequate, inaccurate, and rnisleading, Prior to current interviews,
an effort had not been made to obtain from NOSENKO a detailed expiar=
ation of bis notes or of how he o’;:ax;.ned the information in the notes.

\ During current interviews, NOSENKO has given detailed iniorma-
tion concerning ail aspects of his notes. This information supports his
claimed position of Deputy Chief of the Seventﬁ Department and includes
collateral support to his claim of being Deputy Chief oi the First Section,
First Department, in 1960 - 1961,

001231
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Primarily the notes of NOSENKXO can be categorized as

fdllows:

. (a} Shori case summaries by the Chiefs of the

First Seciion, Second Section znd Sixth Section, Seventz
Department, NOSENKO has stated that he was in 1902 -
1963 responsibie for supervision over these Sections and
that Filip Denisovich BOBKOV, Deputy Chiei, SCD, wbo
supervised the Seventh Deparunent, rgquested a iist of all
recruited agents of the Seventh Department. According to
ROSERKO, the order from BO3KOV was to only retain the
files {cases) of agents in tourist firms and that the files of
other recruited agents should be sent to the FCD or Archives.
NOSENXO has stated that ne in turn levied on the Chiefs of
the three Sections the requirement of BOBKOV, but aiso ex~-
panded the request to include ail 1960 - 1962 cases, not
excluding previous cases or cases which had already been
given to the FCD. The notes of NOSENKO included hand-
written reports from the Chiei or Acting Chief of each Section
on recruited agents, with information vafying from agent to
agent and even including some human errors,

| Many of the abov-e cases had previously been transe

ferred to the FCD, but the remarks of NOSENKO abouz thefn()1 232
15

)
[CTURVIE- By




13-00000

inclusion support his statement that he had expanded

the originai request irom BOBKOV so that he would have
some ‘'pieces of information to give CIA. "

{b} Notes by NOSENKXO on other cases wnich he learned
of during the 1962 - 1963 period; Certain of the notea were
made {rom a review of a notebook kept by the Chief, Sevenin
Department, to which NOSENKO had access on at least two
occasions., Most of his notes were not detailed but were
sufficient to refresh the memory of NOSENKOQO at a later
date and yet were somewhat innocuous to maintain before
his defection,

{c) Notes for lectures to oificers of the Seventh Direciorate
prepared while with the First Deparunent, 1960 - 1961, and
the Seventh Department, 1962 - 1J63, -

{d} Drait report for the briefing of the new Chief, First
Department, in the latter part of 1961. Y

{e} Ome of threc copies of an unregistered report pre-
pared by the Chief,_ Seventh Department, and two Deputy Chiels,
including MNOSENKO, T‘njs was a briefing paper for use by the
Chief (CHELNOKOV) in an appearance before the Collegium

of the KGB which was reviewing the activities of the Seventh
16 _ 6001233
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Department. According to NCSENKO, the prepared
report was never iyped as a formal cocurnent,

The view has been set forth that NOSENKO took undue risk in

§
%

carrying written notes wilh him out of the Soviet Union, An examination
of this material suggesis (nat NOSENKO was using extrerne care in
collecting material and was not attempting to obtain documents, thg
possession of which might be incriminating or which if he had brought
out would have been immediately missed, Instead, he collected a con-

siderable amount of valuable information which he could bring out with

little or no fear that a search of his effects in the KGB after his depart- : ¥

1

ure for Geneva would disclose that certain material was missing, None
of the material was registered and all could have previously been des~
“troyed by NOSENKO,

The previous summary stated that NOSENKQO brogght three KGB
doc-uments to Geneva, These were typed papers but none was registered.
of actually accountable, The reference to threé décuments was to:

* {a) The draft report'for the briefing of the Coliegium
which has been mentioned previously.
{b} A typed two-page report on several cases, Actually .

a Chief of Section had typed his notes on cases instead of

. submitting in handwriting as the others did,

| _ - 6001234
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(c} A second copy of a summary on a XKGB agent.
NOSENKO stated that there were two copies in the file

kept by the Ch-2f which he reviewed and that he kept one,

Of interest is the {act that the copy was not a registered

document and did not contain the usual information as to

number of copies typed.

6301239
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G. NOSZNXO HAS NOVALD LA TOCZRTAINTY THAT
THZ X3 RZCAUITIZD NO AWIZRICAN INDDASSY
PERSCONNZL BETWEEN 1955 AND HIS DEFZCTION IN 1652
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G, NOSENXO .ns no valid claim to certainty that the XGB

recruited no American Embassy nersonnel batween 1953 and his

-

defection in 1964, (Previous conclusion)

The conclusion in tuis summary is that NOSENKO is oi the
onirnion that there were no KG3 recruitments of United States Embas‘sy
personnel in Moscow beitween 1953 and December 1963 'with the exception
of "ANDREY" {Dayle Wailis SMITH) and Herbert HOWARD, who actually
was {2ﬂ3mployee but did work part of the time in the Embassy,

The question here is whether or not the expressed opinion of
NOSENKOQ is suiiiciently vased on actual knowledge so that this opinion
can be acccp:'cd as absolute evidence that there were no other KGB
recruitments of Zmbassy personncl during this period of time., The
only 15;1;.—& conclusion is that the opinion of NOSENK.O cannot be
acceptied as absolute fact and, tnerefore, there is a possibility that
a recruitment could halve occurred and NOSENKO not be aware in any

.
way of the recruitment. This should in no way be interpreted as a
suggestion that NOSENKO could be lying, but rather that an unbiased
observer without personal knowledge could and should be hesitant to
accept the expressed opinion of NOSENKOQ in this particular area.
2 ‘ The actual basis for the stated opinion of NOSENUI%’OUi?El‘d be

C

examined and can be cited as follows,
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{a} During March 1953 ~late May 1955 NOSENKO
was & case officer in ihe Iirst Seciion, First Department,

SCD, NOSLENEO does no: claim that he would kave known

the detaiis concerning any roecruitments (other than

B actar SEES B

"ANDREY") in this period, but states if there ha;‘z been
Le would have heard "sometiing. "

{b) During late May 1955 to December 1959 NOSENKO
was in the Seventh Department, not the First Department, 1
but continued to have contact with certain officers in the %
First Section, First Department. NOSENKO is of the

opinion that if there had been a recruitment in the United

States Embvassy during this period he would have heard
”sométhing” even though he would probably have learned
few details, | o
{c} During the January 196v0-December 1961 period
NOSENKQ was Deputy Chief of the First Section, First
Depariment, and he has made the categorical statement
that there were no recruitmenis by the KGB of United
States Embassy personnel during this period of time.

He has also stated that if there bad been any recruitments

- during the 1953-1959 period he is sure he would, during
i , 1960-1961, have heard or learried some details of th¢}()1 238

: ' case or cases. <There is merit to this contention by

2
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NOSENKO since the Chief oi Section was Vladislav
KOVSHUK who had been an oificer of the First Depart-
ment since 1953, actually working in the Pirst Seciion
except for the periods of time that he was in the. United
States to reactivate "ANDRZY" in 1957-1958 and a
period of time that he was Deputy Chief of the First
Department. . .

{¢) During 1962-1963 NOSENKO was again in the
Seventh Department, However, he continued to maintain
contact with certain officers of the First Section, First
Department: in particular, Gennadiy L. GRYAZNOV,
who succeeded NOSENKO as Deputy Chief of the First

Section, then became Chief of Section, and in the latter

part of 1963 became a Deputy Chief of the First Department,

According to NOSENKO his relationship with
GRYAZNOV was sufficiently close during 1962-1963 that
bhe is sure GRYAZNOV wouici have furnished NOSENKOQO
some information in regard to any successful recruitments
of United States Embassy personnel. NOSENKO pointed
out that he learned of the existence of the Herbert HOWARD
case from GRYAZNOV in 1962, although it was not ﬁnt_il

1963 that NOSENKO heard the name. NOSENKO actually
0001239
3
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learh‘ed of the name when the First Section, First

3
L
.
o
3

Departinent, naseded the services of the Seventh

Department {Thizrd Section) in obtaining & room in 2

certain hotel for the Soviet girl fziend of HOWARD.

F'“;.,_._‘ T T

In genaral the above constitutes the hasis for the stated opinion
of NOSENKO that "ANDREYY and Herbert HOWARD were ths only :
: successful KGB recruitments during 1953 - December 1963. It should L
be noted that there are no other identified KGB recruitments during A’
this period of time which would specifically refute the oplnion of

: NOSENKO. However, in view of the clited actual basls for the opinion . o

of NOSENKO, acceptance. of the opinion of NOSENKO as being an e
honest spinton should not be converted ato 2 statement that it is ‘
abpolvte proof that ancther recruitinent cculd not bave occurred, ‘
NOSENKO may be completely correct in his opinicn, but since

OSENKO sas only in the First Department 1953 = 1955 and 1960 = 1961 ;

his opinion that he wovld have heard “'something" about a recruitment

in 1955 - 1959 or 1962 - 1963 dannot be accepted as infaliible.

6001240
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The previous summary contained an Annex “A" and an Anaex
“3" covering pazes 3.0 - 435, Limited comments concerning Annex
VA, Y Statements of Soviet Ollicials Abeout NCIENKO, and Annex 3, Y
Summaries of Cases Not Examined in Tex:, arec attached. In addition,
there is an Annex "C'" 1o this summary whica is entitled, "The
t
Cherepanov Papers, "
Aitachiments:
‘ Annex A
Annex B
Anrex C
i
i
.
i
- - 0001242
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AXNNEX B -~ SUMMARIZE OF CASZS XOT

EALNMINGD INTZXNT
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- possible to estabiish a certain relationship detwedn these Cases an

LN T
.~.‘;~“. L2

SUMMARIZS O CASIE NOT BMAMINISD IN JENT

- o am e

o & ” el kP it s s e e e :
cB .;9*} - 435 L1 he SOCVAOLS HuLGTaTyY Conilln swaimnanl.es

on the cases of <9 Americans who, according to inlommaiion lrom

NOSEZNZLQ, were of KGB interes:, were anproacied oy tue XC3, o
were actually recruiled by the KG3, It was stated thet these caach

did nos clearly relaie to tae specidlc KGO positions Leld ot pariicular
times by NOSENKQ ~ad thus could noi de useiully employed in exwomining

o

bis claimed KGB service. 7he sourcing of these cases has been expiored

2

ceririn claimed posiiions of NC3EZNKO in the KGB,

It is tke conclusion oi ihls suminary taat any group ol %9 cases,
as well as all other cases concerning walck NCSENXO zas furnisaed
3 i Py 4 & £..% P - - £ P
information, must be fully considered, not acczssarily {or the imporiance
or unimportance of tae information, but to determine how NOSENXGC

claimed to have learned of (ae case and waether his statemenss con-

cerning each idextified case ave supported by collateral informmation,

_ These ifactors ave important in assessing the overall validity of iafor=

mation from NOSENKO as well as being supporting evidbidodstd: s

claimed positions in the KGB.




13-00000

e T L L s vt . .

3 N

To comment specilicaily oo ¢ach of the 49 cases would recuire

a very leagiuy paper. Currcarinicuviews nave cevaloned

T AT maan T F S .-
additional informaiin iren NOSZNXLO in [epee]

cases. Of even more si

post £, o —~ e ...
ou“u.u.u.g, is the fact that NOSEINH il b

logzically scurced his inlormiation in &ll excezt perlans four coses,

1
-
o

The indicated inability ol NCSENKDO o
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knowledge of all the cases is quite compaiivie with hls claimed zosaiions

in the KB, In adcdition, criticism ol NCEINXO for not being able o

q @

source all of his informaiicn would be unreasonable since it makes

no allowance for normal lapses of memory or fallure to recall some~-

thing which was insigniilcant al e time it cccurred,
Without! citing in deiail any o the 47 cases, ihe ways in whick

NOSENKO iearned of a number of the cases are considered important

since there is a divect relationship to his claimed positions in the KG3

uris 60 ~ Janua 04, speciiicainiy ihe position o4 Deput niel,
during 1960 - January 1904, speciiical position ol Deputy C

First Seclion, First Department 1960 - 1961; Caief, First Section,

Seventh Deparimeni, January - July 1962; arnc as Deputy Chief, Sevenil

Department, July 1962 ~ January 19864, Certain examples of the abova

are as follows:

™

6301245
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a}) NOSENKOQO leorned o4 & wumver of the Seventi

LR T el YOOL D P SR SN i wvmemn ne et Ymyw
weil a5 several 1956 - LU5% cases Iromn noles pregared oy
. CE R R, T L - VO | R elpe i

wne Chici or Acting Cluiei ol ihic First Seciion, Sccond
Coamed men 2 Sixtl Scction in NP T Egh N T vte ewegh i ea
e CLa 0 anl XS QCCULG WUl Y00, a e AEC LOWSS ETC Lo

—

ared at the reguest oif NOSENXD wio &s a Deguiy Chiel,

g*!

Sevenih Department, was responsivle Ior supervision of
these three scctions; and the reguest was aciually an ex-
pansion of the original request irom BO2KEGY, Deputy Chief
of the SCD, for informaiion on recruitments of whe Sevenin
Department, NOSENXO brought wiih him in 1964 the noics
prepared by the Chiel or Acting Clhlel of ihe First Section,
Second Scction and Siviis Section zad his Knowlied e ol imany
of the cases which had occurred pricr to 1942, pariiculer
1960 - 1461, was limited to in:’ormazio;'x contazined in the

notes. rrom these noies, NOSINKO xnad prepared his re-

2

port to BOBKOV eliminating those which were nét apjilicable
to the request,
{b] NOSENKO learned of several 1962 -~ 1663 cases oi

the First Section, First Depariment, frow. Gernadiy I,

GRYAZNOV who succeeded NOSZNKO as Deputy Chiei,

0001246
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Iirst Scciion, Fisst Depavunvient, This inlosmaillon was

2 et 4 - - b CENY wmna T e o na e S e o = DU S S
urnisacd to NOSENAD o -AnLL.bl" Degause ol hia ATACOL LN

Ry

with GAYAZNOV and not as wie result of mwiual opeluiions,
BHowever, NOUSINKD lcarncd ¢ Cewiain oo s Cascs oF

was furnished addidional Cewails as a rasuls

Cextain of the 49 casas llsted were cases ol e Sevenil Dejuyie
ment prior 10 1960 or in 1902 ~ 1963 when WOSENKO was ia the Scventh
Department. Certain oi the cases were cases Lo waich the First Secilen,

First Department, was involved prior 1o 1960 or 1960

]
.-
S
(<Y
Py
.
3

)
o

- . ~

knowledge of NG3ZNKO concerning thase DWo groups of cases Goes not

[

rnaterially suppoxt his claimed positions in the First Depariment and
Seventh Department, but does support his claimed wssiznment to ise
Sevenin Depariment prior o 1960 and in 1962 - 1963, anc ais claimed
assignment to the First Department in 1960 ~ 1961,

It is difficuis to spe‘ciz'ically corament conterain
since they do not iall into one ox two specific categorice. Instead, they
constitute a rather motley group of cases remaining ailer compledon o
the detailed sections of the previous summary. Included are First

Department and Seveanth Depariment cases covering a period of approxi-

mately five and one~half years. It should be noted, hoﬂ'ﬁtffﬂ 41:;5& the

5P




13-00000

expianation of NCSEZNKO concerning als xnowieoze ol Jue 49 cases

28 Loth plausible and cormipativie with Lis cizimed positions in ke
: - o vy n e ama o e =y yodan 4y .- - ", 0
Thrst Deparument and Seventn Deparument during 1960 - January 1904,

il

hpons ]
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ANNEX C - TEHZ CHIRIPANQOV PAPZRS
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T CHIRIZPANOV PARPERS

Pages 309 - 316 of the previous sum.aary contain a cescriziion
oi the Cherepanov Papers, and zow Aleksandr .\’ikolayevich CHEZRAZRPANCY
passed a pacxkage of documents to an Amarican tourist in Moscow in early
November 1?63. The conclusion, however, was that the assertions of
NOSENKO with respect to the CHEREPANOV case were not material to
the claim of NOSENKO that tie was Deputy Criei, Sevenih Department,
in late 1963,

The definite relations}l.ip of the Cherepanov Papers to the bona
fides of NOSENKO cannot be ignoréd and maust e ziven specific consic-
c’ .
eration, Ii CHEREPANOQV was under KG3 coniroi wiien he passed ihe
papers to the American tourisi, or if ghe pape'rs coniain Ydecepticn
information, " the bona fides of .\OSE).KO are subject to very se:iaus
questioﬁ. |

NOSENKO had personal khowledge. of CHEREPANOYV who was,

according to NOSENKOQO, an oificer in the I-"‘irst Section, First Department,

EChE 6001250
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during 1940 - mid-1961 when Le was forced into retirement Srom the
AKGB. During the above pericd of time, NGSZNKOD cizims w Zave

been Depuly Chief, Tirs: Sccilon, sithough e does not claim o nave
nad a direct supervisory responsibllily over CHEREPANCY excent

ia the absence of tae Chied of Sceilon, Viadislav XOVSEUK, WTSZNKO

g T, o § a~ o,

cpt R e Vg > o -
G 1 LA Sune 207 LIRIZPANSY

ix
December 1963,

Ccnsme‘at'.on has previously beexn ziven to the ticory it toe
Cherepanov Papers were pa sscd to ;».r:;e:icans 2y iae XG3 throu
CHERZPANOV to suppor: the bona fides of NOSENIO, Tuis incory
seems to have litile credibility sh..._;'e e p;pe‘a cé; tein no inlormation
which would even support tae claim of NUSENKO that he was in the
First Section, First Depariment, 1960 = 1961, The papers z2ls;o contain
no indormation waich would indicate there was even 2 Depﬁty Cziei of
the First Secfion during 1958, 1950,

Statements by NCSZNKC are-er;.pha:ic that CAZRIZANIV was
not under KG3B conirol, that e passed the papers waich it iater ceveloped
he bad taken from ite First Section prior to his retirement because he
was Gisgruniled with his treatment by the KGB, and that the acton by
CHEREPANOV caused consternation m the KG3.

There is no collateral evidence which contradicis any of

the statements by NOSENKO about CHEREPANOV. Further, izere is
' 6001251
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SoLLing in either ioe iovm OF sulsience O the paners wiich proviies
a basis for suspicion as to their autrendcity, In additon, ke form

anc sudsiance of ine Papers ave o isoping wiih ize description by

NOSZINAO of tae day~-o=Cay orevraiion of the First Sceilon, First

e 2 e g g g
charm.cn...
' T aln - P S vy Lo v ——— TP e e Tee = T s
Duving current interviews, e CHETAIPANIVY cas¢ wis seen

covered in ceiail with NCSENKO., The Cherepancv Paners, wiich

were originally shown to NC3ZWKC in 1964 alter nis dafeciion, have
also been covered in Ceiail on a seporate item-dby-itemn basis, Alttough

NOSENKQO does not ciaim 20 Zave 3¢

-

[¢]

ilicaily scen any pawticular item
prior to 1964, his siatemenis in reJazd to the various sandwritings,
types ‘of notes, and drait memoranda leave zo daub: tzat NOSZXNXO
was versy famﬁiar with personnel in the First Secuon, Firs: Denaiie

. e

rent, arnc wiin First Depariment procedures., .

P

Certain addidonal research 225 been conduciad in regard o the

papers and a detailed analysis will be prepared af & later date. It
b should be noted that a considerablie amount of personal judgmezl Cas
' @

been necessary in maxing an assessment ol tae Cheresanov Papesrs
since there are no exemplars with wzich to compare any of the material.
However, based on information ceveloped thus far, and there is no

reason to believe additional work will alter the conclusion, there is

_not an adequate basis for an opinion that CHEREZPANQOV was under KG3

[¢

conirol, that the Cherepanov Papers contain “deceptive infﬁrﬁié)sn"
. : &
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or iaat the papers were oiwaer thin the colieciion ol material Ly

aisgruntied employee waick he very caveiully selected or cocumulaed,

ine removal of which would oniy Lave constituled o sninimal visk o

—=3

CAAA-I‘\.“L ﬂ\u J.

e - ma i, I e P v THe w e ea s e - - O N S T S
Toe enuire Chcradanov PLers dave veen seviewed 1o determine

if thewe is any lnormation which could de cunidered "degeiive io

mation' either by direct siateiment or implicaiion., Iw aTed

Lave been noted and given iull consideration. These arcas wra:

{(a) There is no spccilic inlovmuailon that there
were any recoruilments by the XGB of American per-
sonnel in the United States Trmbassy durin
nor is these any information suggesting

o e KGB had an

Amezicau source or American agent in the Zmoassy

(b7 Peir 5. PORSV, a GAU oliicer wio Lad seen
an extremely valuable CIA source from 1953 on, was,
according to tae papers, exposed to the XGB in Januery
1959 as a result of & letier mailing oy George Payne
WINTERS, Jr. WINTZAXAS was a CIA employae under

[ 32 assigned to the Embassy in
Moscow. The letter, which was to POPQOV, was obiaized
by the KGB aiter mailing by WINTERS and was a direct
result of KGB surveillance of WINTERS.

6301253
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the toial papers pret i red ia the First Seciion during 1958 - 1960,

. - . 2 20 02 i S e e amiat i G pate f1l ere Y ne mve Sanplteany anTes
The iate ol ANy LNl 5inaLwon an tnise PaDETrs Winlcn t.;"ux,u}.)- O AnGLTeCuwY
tndlcoies inat the XO3 1anGe a U VS A I ST,
ANGLEGIES Lhas Ling Bl 10GGe a FPeCTualiene 04 an ANEer.Can 1 uie
s Ta e o e had an Armerican source Sn the Dmbassy curine the 2653
LMOGSSY OT LGl ali AINCTICAN S0UTCE o0 wid LiNdassy Luring Lac 750 -

1960 period is only a matlar for coasiderailon. It is not conclusive
Drooi tiat @ recruiment was not made or that an American sour

Gaid not exist. The pajpers €o not coaialn a posidd

AAVE STLIw.TICHT On
eitker matter.

In regard to {&}, the quite speciiic indormation in tihe papers
that Peir §. POPOV was uncovercd by tue KGB 25 a resuil of KGB
surveillance on George Payne WINTZIRS, Jr., wioo mailed a letler to
POPOV in January 1959, this irlormation should be considewxed as
possibly information of a deceptive nature unless an adequate explanation
can be made fox ils presence in the papers, PCOPOV was recalled to
Moscow from East Germany ia Novembesr 1958 ostensibly {ox TDY.
The circumstances under which Le was recalied and coliatersi infor~
rnation have given adequate groundGs for a belief that by Novembex
1958 PCPOV was suspecied by the XGB of cooperating with Western
Intelligesce or that the KGB may even have been sure POPOV had
been cooperating with United States Intelligence.

It may be presumed that any lead to the XGB in regard to

POPOV or the fact that United Siates Intelligence, more 'specdxéiéailll"
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CIlA, had a source in e GRU would have come drom an ajent or

o

source of the FCD, KG3, not tue SCD, It can aiso be presurmed that

& source or agent of the FPCD a4 position o fusnisa a lesd o a .

penetiaiion of ihe GRU by Weatern ntelligence wouid be cavelelly
proiccied ev‘en wiihin the KC3., The zossibility ol course exists that
a lead {rom George BLAKE, an ICD &
cof PO_POY to the KG3, but it is nos escablished i : ¢ it &id nor is there
any reasor to believe tae FCD could not or did not Zave another agent
or agents who furnished information tu the KG3 pextineat to develop-

ment of the case against POPOV.

The primary quesilon, however, as ze

Papers is whether, even if it is s presumed ihe XG3 oblaincd information

- . irom an FCD source or agent waica ied 10 suspicion ol POPOV or

identification of POROV, tzis would Ye incormpatibie with infovmation

in the papers and could only lead to fue couciusion that ihe pajers coniain

- P N SN Y

"decepilve iniormation, '
o The conclusion in regard o tke avove is ithat the fact the papers

attribute the exposure of POPOV 1o the XT3 to surveillance on WINTERS

when he mailed the leiter to POPOV in January 1959 is not lucompatidle

with the distinct possibility that the XGB had previously obiained infor- .
; mation from an FCD agent or agents which actualiy led to suspicion in

ot regard to POPOV or actual identilication of PCPOV.
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If information was received from an important FCDvagcr.:
such as George BLAKE or inrouzi another valu.;.sble FCD agen&. waoich
ied to XGB suspicioa o: P00V prior o his return to Moscow in
Novembér 1958, it is Lighly ualikely such inlormation would receive

wiGe distribution withia the XGCo, clilLer in e

h]

CO o th2 SCD,. ==

Y B

is aiso possible tae limited groun within the XT3 who would be'awere

e

_ihat the KGB bad received infozmation leading to susziclon ol POPOV

irom a valuable agent would de very interested in alizibuiing the

exposure of POPOV to the foriuitvus mailing ol the leitter to POPOV

by WINTERS. The possibility sLould be ¢onsidered that prior o ke

L\

retrieval by the XGB of the leiter o POPOV here was only a dewls
suspicion of POPOV but that the iciier compieiely solidified tae case

against POPQOV.

Consideration has been given to the posszidiiily teat CLEZRI2ANDY

was under KGB conirol when ke passed the papers o the American

v

tourist and that it was done by the XG3 with Sie hope ol invoiving TIA

in a KGB -cont:'rol’_cd operation wiikin the USSR. In that event, the
papers passed by CHZREPANOYV would most likely be genuine since

this would have been the initial siep in wast iae KG3 noped would become
a successful operation.

The above theory has Leen rejecied since there are a number

of factors which militate agaiast it. These {factors incinde the I{azct that

6001256
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" INDEX

ABIDIAN, Jokn - IV, E,5,7~15,19,20,52

| “ANDREY" (Dayle Wailis SMITH) - 1V, G, -4
ARTAMONOYV, Nikolay - III, A, 2
ARTEMOY, Vladiruir Lvovich - IV, F, 6,12,13

‘BAKHVALOV, Mikhail - IV, E, 3,4

"BALDIN, Boris Andreyevich - IV, F,2
BARRETT, Robert - m, F, 14,15
BEGGS. Frank - iV, E,36,37
BEL:TSKIY, Boris - IV, F,6-12
BERIYA, Lavrentiy Ivanovich - 1V,B,2,3,5=7
BIENSTOCK, Natalie -1V, F,3,4
BIRSE, Artbur -1V, D, 1,2

‘BLAKE, George - IV, D, 9; IV, F,9: V,C,6,7
BOBKO\_’: Filip Derisovich - 1V, F,15,16; V,B, 3

BOHLEN, Ambassador - LI, ¥, 10

BOWDEN, Lewis - IV, E, 53,54
BRAUNS, Horst = IV, F, 3-6

BROWN, G. Stanley - IV, E, 43 ' 001258
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BUGAYEVA, Ludmua -1V, F, 4

BURGI, Richard = IV, D,1

BURTIN, Sipe - IV, E, 49, 50 .
BURTIN, Will - IV, E, 49, 50

CECCHI, Pietro -~ IV,E,39,40,42

CHELNOKOV, Vladimir Dmitriyevich - IV, ', 2,16

CHEREPANOV, Aleksandr N. - Iif, H, 4; V, C,1-4,6-8
CHERNETSEV, Y. E. - IV,E, 49 |
CHURANOV, Vladimir A. - ill, B, 4
DAY, Frank - IV, F, 41,42
DEMXIN, Vladimir - IV, E, 20, 45
DERYABIN, Petr Sergeyevich -IV,B,5,6
DOUGLAS, William O. - IV,D,3
DREW, George - IV, D, ]
DWELLY, Robert - IV; E, 41,44, 45

" FARMAK(SVSKAYA, oiga A. =V,A,L
FEDOROVICH, Tatyana - IV, E, 8,9
FEDOSEYEV, Sergey M. - IV, E, 49-51; IV, F,1
FISK, Norman - IV,D,5
FRIPPEL, Arsene - 1V, D,i
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GAFFEY, Joseph - IV, E, 41,45, 46
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. GOLITSYN, Anatoliy Mikhayicvich - IIL, B,
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GARBLER, Paul - IV, E, 52

GARCIA, Anthony A. - IV, E, 39

'GARLAND, John - III, F, 17; 2V, E, 31, 33-3%

GINSBURG, Michael -1V, D, 5,6

3,4; I,
< IN,B,5,6; 1V,
V,A, L

E,9-11; II,F,5-13,15-19;
L,9,10; IV, E, 21,23,31-34;

GRIBANOV, Oleg M. - HI, F.3,4; IV,6; IV,6; IV,E,4,5,21; IV.F,1,2

"GRIGORIY" - oI ¥,13; 1v,D,3,6; IV, F. 4
GROMAKQOVSKIY, Yevgeniy - I1,B,4; IV,E,20

GRYAZNOV, Gennadiy I. - I11,B,4; I, F,8-13,15; IV,E,5,12,19-21,26-28,
. 30,43-45; IV.G,3; V,B,3,4

GUK, Yuriy 1. -111,B, 4

HAMILTON, Victor Norris - 11, E, 9
{aka: HINDAL, Fouzi Mitri}

YHANNA" - IV, E, 27
“-LARRIS Gisella - IV,D, 1,7, 8

HORBALY, William - IV, E, 53

HOWARD, Herbert - I1I,E,8; 11,F,20; 1V,G.1,3,4
IVANOVA, Svetlana - IV, E, 38, 39, 45, 46

JENNER, Paul - IV, E, 28-31, 35-36

JOHNSON, Robert Lee - III, E,8; UI,G,5

JOHNSON, Wallace Everett - IV, F, 3,4

JONES, William Carroll - IV, ¥, 3,4
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KADERA, Fred - IV, E, 45
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KANTOR, Marvia - IV, D, 5,6
KARLOV, fnu - 1V,D,5
KASHPEROV, Mikhail - I, K, 4
KEMMER, Myra - IV, E,9

J KEYSERS, Jamés -1V, E, 22-2’6,55:. 56

KLYPIN, Vladimir Atekseyevich - IV, E, 5,48-51 R )

v KOBULOV. Bogdan Zakharovich (General) - IV, 8,1-4,7

KOLOSSOV, Viktor - IV, E, 30, 34
(Alias used by KOSOLAPOV)

KOSOLAPOV, Vadim V. - III,B,4; II,F,8,16,17; IV.E,5,19-21,28-32,
: 34-39,42-44

KOSYGINA, Madame - IIL A,

KOVSHUK, Vladislav M. - 1II,B,4; U F,5,11,12; IV, E,3,4,6,12,18,21,
23,49,52,53; 1Iv,F,1,2; 1V,G,3; V.C,2

| KOZLOV, Veniamin - IV, E, 12
| KRUGILOV, Sergey Nixiforovich - 1IV,B,5
: LANE, Allen - IV, D, 1]2
LAXNGELLE, Russell - IL ¥, 3; IV, E,8
"LILLIAN" - IV, E, 26
LUBIN, George - 1v.'£:, 49,50
LUNT, ﬁo_race - LF,3
: MAHONEY, Eugene - IV, E, 53 :
: | 001261
MALIA, Martin - IV, D, 2

-4

‘SL.UZ,‘.:_!

R IRY S R o



13-00000

| ~ e s e A
-
: s S=Enet
" MARK, David - III, C, 4
© MATLAW, Ralph - 1v,D,5
A MERTENS, Gerard - IV, D, 2
. MIKHAYLOV, A, A, - IV,E,49 )
- MINTKENBAUGH, James Allen - IILE, 8; III, G, 5
}iORELL. William N. - IV, E, 52 |
. 'Sf;dnom:. Joseph - IV, E,zz,21,36.37,39, 40, 55
MULE, Walter (Capt.) - IV, C, 4 o
| }MC GOWAN, Edward - IV, F,13
PECHTER, Bernard -'IY,D, 5,6
PENKOVSKIY, Oleg vésnyeﬁch -IV,E, 13
: ' PETROV, Vladimir Iva:n.ovich - I, B, 4; IV, E, 48, 49
POPOV, Petr S. - IV, E, 7, 10; V, C/4-1
" PREISFREUND, Jokan - IL'F, 5.1, 12
PRESSMAN, Patrick - iV, D, 5,7" - g
"RAKETA" - IV, G, 5
RASTVOROV, Yuriy - IV, B, 5, 6
. RHODES, Roy - IIL, F, 4
RUFE, John - 1V, D, 5,6
SCHWARZENBACH, Collette - ITL, F, 10 .
‘ | 0001262
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SERGEYEV {SERGEEV), ¥NU -1V, £, 32,33

{Very possibly Igor Alekseyevich ZENXIN, but is now considered also
identical to Igor Aleksc-,'e\-i;h SERGEYEYV, Igor Alekseyevich SUKHOV
and very possibly Igoxr A. SMIRNQV.} :

SHAPIRO, Isaac Henry - LI, F,6

SHATTAUER, Sofia - 1V, D,5,7

. SHAZLY, Sarwat el - IV, E, 40
' SHELEPIN, Alekvandr Nikolayevich - III, F, 13

“SHMELEV" - LI, F, 13; IV, D, 3,6; IV, F, 4

S};ﬁfsm. Jobn - 1V,D, 11

SHULGINA, Nataliya - IV, F, 11, 12
5MITH, Dayle Wallis - II, F, 4, 20; IV, G,}
SMITH, Edward Ellis - IIT, &, 4

SMITH, Tohn Discee - III, E, §; IV, ¥, 45, 50
STALIN - IV, B, 5

STEVENS, Edmund - III, F, 4, 6
STORSBERG, James - ili, F, 3, 5,11-13; 1V, E, 21~24, 26, 43, 55, 56
TARASKA, William - IV,D, 5, 6

TAYLOR, David - IV, D, 2

TAYLOR, John = IV, E, 42, 43

UMANETS, Ella ~'1V, E, 38
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URBAN, (Cplonel) -1V, E, 24,25 A

VASSALL, William - I, E, 9; II, G, 5; IV, D, 9

WASHENKO, Steve - IV, E, 53

WILDY, William Stanley - iV,D,2

WINTERS, George Payre, Jr. - IV, E, 53; V,C, 4=7

AZENKIN’, FNU - IV, E, 32-34 , .
{Very possibly Igor Alekseyevich ZENKIN, but is now considered also

identical to Igor Alekseyevich SERGEYEV, Igor Alekseyevich SGCKHOV
and very possibly Igor A. SMIRXOV.} .
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ZUJUS, Matthew - IV, E, 26-28

: ZWANG, Maurice - IV, E, 40-42



